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Dear Ms. Stecker: 

This is in response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request submitted January 6, 
2015, requesting the Environmental Protection Agency's response to a November 21, 2014, 
letter from lawmakers regarding the agency's actions to assess risks posed by pesticides to 
pollinator health. Enclosed is a copy of the document that is responsive to your request. 

If you have any concerns, you may appeal this response in writing to the National Freedom of 
Information Act Officer at: 

Records, FOIA, and Privacy Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania A venue, NW (2822T) 
Washington, DC 20460 
Fax: (202) 566-2147 
Email: hg.foia@epa.gov 

Please note that only correspondence mailed through the United States Postal Service can be 
delivered to the address above. If you want to deliver your appeal in person, via courier service, 
or via an overnight delivery service, you must address your correspondence to 1301 Constitution 
Avenue, NW, Room 64161, Washington, DC 20001. 

Your appeal must be submitted no later than 30 calendar days from the date of this letter and 
should include the request number listed above. The agency will not consider appeals received 
after the 30 calendar-day limit. For the quickest possible handling, the appeal letter and its 
envelope should be marked "Freedom of Information Act Appeal." 
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If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Loreto Tillery, FOIA 
Coordinator at (202) 564-2791 or Aretha Brockett, Acting Director for Information Management 
Division at (202) 564-0911. 

Sincerely, 

ncipal Deputy Associate Administrator 

Enclosures 
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The Honorable Gina McCarthy 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Mail Code: J JOIA 
1200 Pennsylvania A venue. N. W. 
Washington. DC 20460 

Dear Administrator McCarthy: 

N ovembcr 21. 2014 

We write to request information on the steps the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
is taking to address the risks posed by pesticides to pollinator health, as well as EPJ\'s planned 
actions in response to the President's .fl!ne 2014 memorandum outlining a federal strategy to 
protect the health of honey bees and other pollinators. Since beekeepers began reporting massive 
die-offs or bees in 2006, the health or our nation. s honey bees and other insect pollinators has 
been a continuing source or concern. The President's actions highlight the importance of 
pollinators to our economy, as well as the many factors that arc affecting their health, and we 
urge you to take steps that arc commensurate with the importance or this issue to food 
production. the economy. and the environment. 

EPA has an important rnlc in protecting our nation's pollinators through its 
administration of the Federal Jnsccticidc. Fungicide, and Rodcnticidc Act (flfRA). Under 
flFRA. the EPA is requinxl to n.:vicw applications for pesticide registrations and to only approve 
the use of a pesticide if''"it will perform its intended function without unreasonable adverse 
effects on the environment" and '·whL'.ll used in accordance with widespread and commonly 
recognized practice it will not generally cause unreasonable adverse effc1.:ts on the 
tnvironment.'' 1 The phrase "unrcasonabk ad\'erse eflects on the environment'' means ··any 
unreasonuble risk to man or the environment, taking into acwunt the economic. social. and 
environmental costs and bendits of the use of any pesticide.'' 2 Additionally, EPA is rcqLlircd to 
rcass1.:ss the use of pesticides every 15 years through the registration review process. 3 The EPA 
Administrator can also cancel or change a registration through a special review process if she 
determines that the pesticide causes unreasonable adverse effects to the cnvironment..J The 
Administrator has the authority to immediately suspend a pesticide· s registration when 

~ 7 t.:.s.c. § I 36a(c)(5). 
~ 7 t.:.s.c * 136(z)(hb). 
) 7 li.S.C. * t36a(g). 
I 7 L.S.C. ~ l 36d(b). 
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decisions relating to nconicotinoids. including its 2012 decision not to suspend 
clothianidin registrations under its imminent hazard authority? 

3. As described abO\'C, there are increasing indications that systemic pesticides not only 

pose risks for pollinators but can have broader impacts on the surrounding 
environment. This includes the presence of neonicotinoids in food consumed hy 
humans. How is EPA evaluating the extent to which nconicotinoids arc transferred in 
the environment surrounding application and planting sites. including surrounding 
groundwater" \Viii FPA incorporate the data and findings from ljS(iS and f.WS into 
its evaluation of nconicotinoids. particularly seed treatments. and their transfer into 
the environment and effect on biodiversity and water quality? Is EPA working with 
FDA to evaluate the occurrence of nconicotinoid residues in food and the impact that 
these pesticides may have on human health? Ir not. v\hy not'! 

4. How docs EPA plan to incorporate information from independent scientific studies in 
its registration review for neonicotinoids? How will EPA consider the effects on 
components of the ecosystem other them pollinators, such as other invertebrntcs, 
vertebrates. and water quality'! 

5. Fl F RA' s standard for pesticide registration prohibits pcstidde uses that would have 
an ;.unreasonable adverse effects on the environment." The deiinition of 
"unreasonable adverse effects,'' as described above, requires an evaluation of the 
costs and benefits of using the pesticide. llow will EPA take into account the impacts 
of systemic pesticides on pollinator health as \\•ell as other parts of the ecosystem in 
this analysis'? How will EPA factor both lethal and sub-lethal effects in its 
consideration of the costs of using these pesticides? As disrnssed above. there arc 
indications, including a recent EPA study on neonicotinoid seed treatments and 
soybean yields, that the some current uses or systemic pesticides, particularly 
prophylactic uses such as seed treatments. may not be providing the purported 
agricultural benefits to farmers. I low will EPA take this e\idencc into account? 

6. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act ( ESA) requires that federal agencies consult 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that their actions are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species. /\ number of insects and 
other invertebrates are protected under the FSA. Has EPA wmpleted a consultation 
for any active neonicotinoid ingredient? If not, why? What actions is EPA taking to 
fulfill its responsibilities under the ESA in regards to negative impacts nconicotinoids 
can have on threatened and endangered species? 

7. In a 2012 letter to Senator Markey. Assistant Administrator Jones stated: ·'lf, at any 
time during our revic\v, the science indicates that, in fact. nconicotinoid pesticides 
used according to label instructions are not meeting the protection standards or 
FIFRA, the EPA will take necessary regulatory action." Recently, Assistant 
Administrator Jones announced that EPA may make its regulatory decision on 
neonicotinoids hy 2016 or 2017. Given the large number of independent scientific 
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studies already published on systemic pesticides and their impact on pollinator health, 
is EPA evaluating the information already available to determine whether regulatory 
action is needed before 2016 or 2017? 

Thank you for your cooperation in responding to these requests. Please contact Angela 
l\oakes or Dr. Avcnel Joseph on Senator Markey' s staff at 202-224-2742 \vi th any questions. 

Sin\;crcly. 

~%· Edward J. Markey 
~u ~~a 

~ Barbara Boxer 
United States Senator 

Sheldon Whitehouse 
United States Senator 

B~f""~ 
L:nited States Senator 

Lnitcd States Senator 

Bernard Sanders 
United States Senator 

United States Senator 

arren 
United St· tes Senator 

Benjamin L. Cardin 
United States Senator 

United Stales Senator 

~ ~ k. ~~ 
Mazie K~ono ------ -- - . --- .... -------

United States Senator 
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The I Ionorablc Edward J. Markey 
l !nilcd States Senate 
Washington, !J.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Markey: 

u·1 IC[ Ui CHU.11Cl\l '.cM' ·y 
t•ND ~>(1~ttJ'I >I\ f·'.it \/l '\ii!(H~ 

J'hank you for your November 21. 2014, letter to the L'.S. l·nvironmcntal Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of neonicotinoid pcsticidcs on bees and the EPA 's approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the LPA is \'<Orking aggressively to protect bees 
and otht:r pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are complex. and we need to 
ensure that the EPA 's regulatory positions do not outpac\.' scientific consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of federal Jaw. One of the chalknges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurat\.' information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the public discourse. 

Incidents in the news. such as the June ~O 13 burn bk btT incident in Wilsonville, On.·gon. that you 
mention, also present chalkngcs. While the Wilsonville incident was widely reported initially. the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture's investigation conclusion identifying pesticide misuse as the muse 
of the incident. received far less coverage. Needless to say. it would he inappropriate for the LPA to 
n:gulate pesticides at the federal level based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
caused by local misuse an: generally not a good basis for r\.'gulatory action at the national level. The 
LI' A must be very careful tu honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data we rely on
to support those actions. Within that mandate. howc\ er. we arc working very hard to advance the 
science ol'pnllinator risk assL'.ss111ents to improve pollinator protection. 

The Agency has begun to employ a ne\v risk assessm1:·nt rrnmnvork for hces as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemistries. 1 lhc new framework: 

• relics on a tiered process: 
• focuses on the major mutes of exposure. inc I ud i ng contact exposure (e.g. from overspray or 

di rcct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary ex po sure (t'.g. from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments. such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

1 http:/ W\\ w 2 .cpa.gov 'po 11 i nator-protect ion.ipo 11 inator-risk-as"..:s,,111cn t -i nkrnaliona I-workshop 
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As part of this frmm:work. we went through a pcer-revie\v pmccss mer several years to identify reliable 
dala that address hm\ pesticide use may impact pollinators.' Upon rcviev, of currently available opcn 
literature studies, \Ve frcqut:ntly !ind that the supporting data an: not as robust and developed as required 
by the Agency's standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The re<..:ent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you 1111.:ntion in your letter exemplify the challenges 
we face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or by foreign 
governments do not meet our sdcntiiic and/or quality standards. This does not mean that open literature 
studies have no value for the Agency·s pesticide rcgulatury purposes. Rather. the EPA must always 
\\eigh ne\\ studies against the preponderance of other availabk data and the re4uiremcnts of federal 
law. 3 lo that end. the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides. and the studies you mention will be included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked. the vast majority arc addressed in the vvork plans. 
scoping documents. problem formulations. risk assessments. and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical. which the EPA bas posted to the regulatory dockds for the 
nconicotinoid pesticide~4 

Regarding neonicotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study' 
is one source of useful information, data from the lJ .S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-world pesticide residues, including the 
neonicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed by infants and children. PDP data show that. when detected at all. nconicotinoid residues arc 
gcm.-rally orders of mag11itudc lower than tht: tolerance k\1.:ls FJ>A has established. 

In addition to acting as cn-cbair of' the Pollinator Health l ask l·orce. the l:PA is assessing effects nf 
pt:sticidc'.-. on bt:t.' and otht.·r pollinator health; engaging in the development of state and tribal pollinator 
prntection plans; encouraging the incorpnratio11 of poll111<1l()t protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Superfund projects: and expediting rcvicvv of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We ar1.· also continuing to v\ork with beekeepers. 
erowcrs, pesticide manufacturers. the USDA and states lo apply technologies to rL·duce pesticide 
exposure tu bees, ad\'ancc best management practices. cnh:mcc enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
n.:al-world pollillator risks arc accounted for in our pc~t1citk regulatory decisions. 

Building on the EPA·s 2013 initiative for 1ww pestici<le Libels that prohibit use of some neonicotinoid 
pl'Sticidc products when.~ bees arc prcscnt. 7 \\c arc work i111:' with our state and tribal partners on a new 

' hltp :/iww 1v .! . epa.gov 1po 11 in at or- protection 1 ft fra-pccr-rcv icw-propo~cd- risk-asscssmcnt-methods-prncc's 
' http:/1 ww w 2 .cpa .gov/pcstic idc-rcg istrntion/understand i ng-scicnce-hd1 i nd-epas-pc';t ic ide-decis il'llS 
i lmidacloprid: http:.1 www.regulations.gov/ti !documcntDetai l;D 1·1'/\-HQ-Of'P-2008-0844 
Clothianidin. http; www.rcgulations.gov 11/!documcntDctai l.l) 1-. I' 1\-HC)-Ol'P-2011-08(15 
lhiamctho\a1n: http .1 \.i,ww .rqwlations.gov/>1 1docu111entDetail:D f .l'A-H<.._l-Ol'P-20 l 1-0581 
IJ 1notefur;rn: http: 1

• ww1v .rt:gu lat ions.gov :;ti docurncntDetai I:[)~ LI'\ f llJ-OPP-2U I l -0920 
1\ct•tamiprid: http: www.rcgulat1on~.gov/ii 1documentDetai 1.D~ Fl'.-\-HC)-OPl'-2012-0329 
rhiacloprid. http> v.ww.regulations.gov!11 'documentDetaiLD-Tf' A-11\)-0PP-2012-0218 

' http:! 1ww1\. Ida.gov FomJ/FooJScicnL·cRcscarch1T otal DietStudy dcL111 lt.htm 
'' http:ilww\\ .ams.u~da.gov/AMSv l .O/pdp 
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proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mortality to 
hees. ThL' new mitigation measures will affect a much broader suite of chemicals - those that are known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipate announcing thr: new labeling proposal and inviting puhlic 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16, 2014, the EPA announced the public availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are comlucting as part of the registration review process for the 
nconicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the hcm:fits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatmL~nts when compared to using no fJL'St control at all. 8 Consistent with FPA 's 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency. wc arc accepting public comments on the 
analysis and \vii! take appropriate regulatory action, if m:cessary. once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses fix the neonicotinoid pesticides are undenvay. 

Finally. the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk ass1:ssment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed hy all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA. we arc committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied strcssors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving seience,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working \Yith research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for, in our rcgubtory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allo\vs the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations \Varrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide. supported by the 
hcst available, peer-rcviev,ed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through uthcr measures, and the 
Aµency determines that the pesticide no longer meets !ht· Federal Insecticide. hmgicide. and 
Rodcnticide Act standard for registration. then the LP!\ wi II move quickly to take appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again. thank you for your letter. lf you have fu11her quc.·:-.tions. please contact me or your staff may 
cuntact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the FPA's Office ofConr.ressional and lntcrg,overnmental Relations at 

kaiscr.sven-eril\Cdiepa.~ov or (202) 566-275.\. 

Sincerely, 

l\ 
(\1/1.. -\..-~- -·~ > ·----.... 

J~mls .I. Jones \ 
As\Jtant Adminis ator 

8 http://go.u>a.gov/ Ag()9 
"http://www.ars.usda.gov/Newsidocs.htm'?docid·" 15572/lrescarch 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 0 C .?0460 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

JAN 2 9 2015 
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Thank you for your November 21, 2014, letter to the lJ .S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of nconicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA 's approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the EPA is working aggressively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are complex, and we need to 
ensure that the EPA 's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of federal law. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurate information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the public discourse. 

Incidents in the news, such as the June 20 I~ bumble bee incident in Wilsonville, Oregon, that you 
mention. also present challenges. While the Wilsonville incident was widely reported initially, the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture's investigation conclusion identifying pesticide misuse as the cause 
of the incident, rccci ved far less coverage. Needless to say, it would be inappropriate for the EPA to 
regulate pesticides at the fodcral level based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
mused by local misuse are generally not a good basis for regulatory action at the national level. The 
EPA must he very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data we rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandate, however. we are working very hard to advance the 
science of pollinator risk assessments to improve pollinator protection. 

I he Agency has begun to cm ploy a new risk assessment framework for hccs as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemistries. 1 The new frnmcwork: 

• n:lics on a tiered process; 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure, including contact exposure (e.g., from overspray or 

direct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g., from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

' http:!/ w ww2 .epa. gov; po 11 inato r-protect ion/po 11 in ntor-r is k-asscss men t-i nternat ional-work shop 
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As part of this framework, \Ve went through a peer-review process over several years to identify rl'liable 
data that address how pesticide use may impact pollinators.2 lJpon review of currently available open 
literature studies, we frequently find that the suppo11ing data arc not as rohust and developed as required 
hy the Agency's standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your letter exemplify the challenges 
we face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or by llm:ign 
governments do not meet our scientific and/or quality standards. This does not mean that open literature 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the EPA must always 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law. 1 To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the nconicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will be included. 

\Yith regard to the various questions you asked, the vast majority are addressed in the work plans, 
sL:oping documents, problem fomrnlations, risk assessments, and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical, which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides.4 

Regarding neonicotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study5 
is one source of useful information, data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-world pesticide residues, including the 
nconicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed by infants and children. PDP data show that. when detected at alL nconicotinoid residues arc 
generally orders of magnitude lower than the tolerance levels FPA has estahlishcd. 

In addition to acting as co-chair of the Pollinator Health Task Force, thi.: EPA is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator health; engaging in the development of state and tribal pollinator 
protection plans; encouraging the incorporation of pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Superfund projects: and cxpe<liting review of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We are also continuing to work with beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide manufacturers, the USDA, and states to apply technologies to reduce pesticidt: 
exposure to bees, advance best management practices, enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
real-world pollinator risks arc acrnunted for in our pesticide regulatory decisions. 

Building on the FP A's 2013 initiative fr)r ne\v pesticide labels that prohibit use of some neonicotinoid 
pesticide products where bees are present.7 we are working with our state and tribal partners on a new 

' http:/ 1www2 .epa.gov !poll i nator-protcction/fi fra-pcer-rev iew-proposed-ri5k-assessmcnt-methuds-process 
3 http:l/www2.cpa.gov/pesticide-rcgistration/understanding-scicncc-bchind-cpas-pcsticidc-dccisions 
4 Im idacloprid: http:.' /www .regulations.gov/ti !documentl)ctai I; D""EP A-HQ-OPP-2008-0844 
Clothian id in: http://w,,.,w.regulations.gov/# 1 documcntDctai l;D~EP A-HQ-OPP-2011-0865 
lhiametho.xam: http://www.rcgulations.gov/#!docurnentOetail;D EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Uinotcfuran: http://www.rcgulations.gov/# 1documcntDi:tai l:D-EPA-1l<.)-OPP-2011-0920 
Acctamiprid: http://www.regulations.gov/# !documcntDctail;D EP A-HQ-OPP-2012-03 29 
Thiacloprid: http://www.rcgulations.gov/#!docurnentDetail;Dc EPA-liQ-OPP-::W 12-0218 

5 
http://www.fda.gov/F ood/FoodScienceResearch/Total DictStudy/ default.him 
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7 http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ3 



proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mortality to 
bees. The new mitigation measures will affect a much broader suite of cht:micals - those that arc known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipate announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned. on Octoher 16. 2014. the EPA announced the puhlic availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are conducting as part of the registration review process for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the benefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that then: is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at al I. 8 Consistent with EPA· s 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency, we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary, once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoid pesticides are underway. 

Finally. the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to hees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

I ,ct me close by reiterating that, at the EPA. we arc committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country, We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey hecs. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed hy a pesticide, supported by the 
best available. peer-reviewed science. cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
Agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the Federal Insecticide. Fungicide. and 
Ro<lentici<le Act standard for registration, then the EPA will move quickly tu take appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have forther questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA ·s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiscr.svcn-erik@cpa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

·------·----·---
• http://go.usa,gov/ AgQ9 
9 ht1p://www,ars.usda.gov!News/docs.htm?docid= I 5572#rcsearch 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON. D C 20460 

The l fonorablc Sheldon Whitehouse 
United States Senate 
Washington. D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Whitehouse: 

JAN 2 9 2015 

OU ICC OF C HErilCAL SAF ":TY 
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Thank you for your Kovember 21, 2014, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of nl'.onicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA' s approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the EPA is working aggressively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines arc complex, and we need to 
ensure that the EPA· s regulatory positions do not outpace scicnti fie consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of federal law. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurate information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the public discourse. 

Incidents in the news. such as the June 2013 bumble bee incident in \Vilsonville. Oregon. that you 
mention. also present challenges. While the Wilsonville incident \Vas widely reported initially. the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture·s invi.·stigation conclusion identif)'ing pl~sticide misuse as the cause 
of the incident, re1.:eived far less coverage. Needless to say. it would be inappropriate k>r the EPA to 
regulate pesticides at the federal kvel based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
cuused by local misuse are generally not a good basis for regulatory action at the national level. The 
EPA must be very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data we rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandate. hmvever, we arc working very hard to advance the 
science of pollinator risk assessments to improve pollinator protection. 

The Agency has begun to employ a new risk assessment framework for bees as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemistries. 1 The new framework: 

• relies on a tien.:d process; 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure, including rnntact exposure (e.g., from oversprny or 

direct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g., from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

1 Imp: iwww 2 .cpa.go v/ pol I inator-protection! pol linator-risk-asst:ssment-i ntcrnati anal-workshop 
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As part of this frarncwnrk, we went through a peer-review process over several years to identify rdiahle 
data that address how pesticide use may impact pollinators/ Upon review of currently availahlc open 
litcratur1.: studies, we frequently find that the supporting data arc not as robust a11d developed as required 
hy the Agency's standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your ktter exemplify the challenges 
we face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or by foreign 
governments do not med our scientific and/or quality standards. This docs not mean that open literature 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather. the EPA must always 
weigh new studies against thi: preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law. 1 To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will be included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked, the vast majority are addressed in the work plans, 
scoping documents, problem formulations, risk assessments, and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical, which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. 4 

Regarding neonicotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study~ 
is one source of useful information, data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-world pesticide residues, including the 
neonicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
wnsumed by infants and children, PDP data show that, when detected at all, nconicotinoid residues are 
generally orders of magnitude lmvl..'r than the tolerance levels EPA has cstahlishcd. 

ln addition to acting as co-chair of the Pollinator Health Task Force. the EPA is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator health; engaging in the development of state and tribal pollinator 
protection plans: encouraging the incorporation of pollinatm protection and habitat planting activities 
intu green infrastructun: and Super fund projects; and expediting review nf registration applications f(lr 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We arc also continuing to work with beekeepers. 
growers, pesticide manufacturers, the USDA, and states to apply technologies to rcducl..' pesticide 
exposure to bees. advance best management practices, enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
rcal-\vorld pollinator risks arc accounted for in our pesticide regulatory decisions. 

Building on the EPA 's 2013 initiative for new pesticide lahels that prohibit use of some neonicotinoid 
pesticide products where bees are present. 7 we arc working with our state and tribal partners on a new 

: http :I /www2. cpa.go v !po 11 inator-protcct ion I ti fra-peer-rc vi cw-proposed-ri sk-asscss men t-rncth ods-p rncess 
' http://www2.cpa.gov/pestic icle-registrationltmderstand i ng-sc ience-bch incl-cpas-pestic ide-dec is ions 
1 

lmidacloprid: hnp:i/www.regulations.gov!#!documentDetail:D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0844 
Clothianidin: http:l 1www.regulations.gov/# !documentDetai l; D= EP A-HQ-OPP-201 1-0865 
lhiamethoxam: http://www.regulations.govl#!documentDetail;D=EPA-l IQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Dinotcfuran: http:/iwww.rcgulations.gov/#!documcntDetail;D~EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0920 
Acctamiprid: http:i/www.regulations.gov/# 1documentDetail;D'0 EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0329 
Thiacloprid: http://www.rcgulations.govi# !documentDetail; D 0 EPA-1IQ-OPP-2012-0218 
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proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mortality to 
bees. The new mitigation measures wi 11 affect a much broader suite of chemicals -- those that are known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipate announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16, 2014, the EPA announced the public availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are conducting as part of the registration review process for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the bt'nefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at all. 8 Consistent with EPA· s 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency, we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary, once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoid pesticides are underway. 

Finally. the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for. in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported hy the 
best available. peer-reviewc.xi science, cannot be mit igatcd or managed through other measures, and the 
Agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act standard for registration, tlu:n the EPA will move quickly to lake appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA 's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erik@epa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

M http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 

Sincerely, 
/1 /TI_,, - I , ( , /krL L--· -/-=- ( ·-, _______ -

_,,,., / l I 

~ah1es J. .Jones \ 
Ajsistant Admini rator 

9 http://www.ars.usda.gov/Ncws/docs.htm')docid J 5572#resean:h 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASI llNGTON. D C 20460 

The l fonorabk Elizabeth Warren 
United States Senate 
Washington. D.C. 20510 

Dt.:ar Senator Warren: 
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Thank you for your November 21. 2014. letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of neonicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA 's approach to 
regulating these chemicals. 1 want to assure you that the EPA is working aggressively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines arc complex, and we need to 
ensure that the EPA· s regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of federal law. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurate information about extremely t.:omplicat1.:J issues anJ rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the publit.: discourse. 

Incidents in the news, such as the June 2013 bumble bl'e incident in Wilsonville, Oregon. that you 
mention. also present challenges. While the Wibonville incident was widely reported initially, the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture's investigation conclusion identifying pesticide misuse as the cause 
of the incident. received for less coverage. Needless to say, it would he inappropriate for the EPA to 
regulate pesticides at the federal level based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly, incidents 
caused by local misuse arc generally not a good basis for regulatory action at the national level. The 
EP J\ must be very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data we rely on 
tn support those adions. Within that mandate, however, we arc working very hard to advance the 
science of pol I inator risk assessments to improve pollinator protection. 

The Agency has begun to employ a new risk assessment framework for bees as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemislries. 1 The new framework: 

• relies on a tiered process: 
• focuses on the major routes or exposure. including contact exposure (e.g., from overspray or 

direct contact with the pesticide 011 the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g., from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectur); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

1 h ttp:i /www2 .epa.govtpol I inator-protection/pol 1 inator-risk-asscssment-intcrnational-workshop 
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As part of this framework. we went through a peer-review proci.:ss over several years to identify reliable 
data that address bow pesticide use may impact pollinators.1 Upon review of currently availahlc open 
literature studies. we frequently find that the supporting data arc not as robust and d1.:vcloped as n:quired 
hy the Agency's standmds and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your ldter t:xemplify the challenges 
wt: face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or by foreign 
governmt:nts do not mct't our scientific andior quality standards. This docs not mean that open literature 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the EPA must always 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law:' To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will he included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked, the vast m~jority are addressed in the \vork plans, 
scoping documents, problem formulations. risk assessments, and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical, which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. 4 

Regarding nconicotinoid residues in food, "vhile the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study5 

is one source of useful information, data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also infonns the Agency about real-world pesticide residues, including the 
neonicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed hy infants and children, PDP data show that. when detected at all, neonicotinoid residues are 
genaally orders of magnitude lower than the tolerance levels EPA has established. 

In addition to acting as co-chair of the Pollinator Health Task Force, the EPA is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator health; engaging in the development of state and tribal pollinator 
protection plans: encouraging the incorporation of pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Superfund projects: and expediting review of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We arc also continuing to work with beekeepers. 
growers, pesticide manufacturers, the USDA, and states to apply technologies to reduce pesticide 
exposure to bees. advance best management practices, enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
real-world pollinator risks are accounted for in our pesticide regulatory decisions. 

Building on the FPA 's 20 I.\ initiative frir new pesticide labels that prohibit use of some neonicotinnid 
p1:sticide products whert: bees are prt:sent. 7 we arc working with our state and tribal partners on a ne\v 

; http://www2.epa.gov/pollinator-protection/fifra-peer-review-proposcd-risk-assessment-methods-process 
' http://www2.epa.gov/pesticide-registratiortlunderstanding-science-bchind-epas-pesticide-dt.?cisions 
i lmidacloprid: http:liwww.regulations.govlll!documentDetail;D=EPA-llQ-OPP-2008-0844 
Clothianidin: http://www.regulations.gov/# !documentDetail; D=EP A-HQ-OPP-2011-0865 
Thiamethoxam: http:/lwww.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Dinotefuran: http:/twww.regulations.gov/ll!docurncntDetail;D~EPA-I IQ-OPP-2011-0920 
Acetamiprid: http:/ iwww .regulations.gov/# !documt'ntDetai I; D""EP A-HQ-OPP-2012-0329 
Thiacloprid: http://www.regulations.gov/i:i!documentDetail;D EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0218 
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proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mortality to 
hccs. The new mitigation measures will affect a much broader suite of chemicals those that arc known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipate announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned. on October 16, 2014, the EPA announced the public availahility of the first of 
several benefits analyses we arc conducting as part of the registration review process for the 
nconicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the benefits of nconicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at all. 8 Consistent with EPA's 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency, we arc accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary. once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the nconicotinoid pesticides arc underway. 

Finally. the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

I .et me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving scicnce,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
ahroad. and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations wammt such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide. supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science. cannot he mitigated or managed through other measures. and the 
Agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide /\ct standard for registration. then the EPA will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again. thank you for your letter. If you have fu11hcr questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA 's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.svcn-crikrcilepa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

~ http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 
9 http://www.ars.usda.gov/Ncws/docs.htm?docid-- t 5572#research 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC 20400 

The Honorable Urian Schatz 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 IO 

Dear Senator Schatz: 
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Thank you for your November 21, 2014, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of nconicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA 's approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the EPA is working aggressively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are complex, and we need to 
ensure that the EP A's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of foderal law. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurate information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the public discourse. 

Incidents in the news, such as the June 2011 humble bee incident in Wilsom·illc, Oregon, that you 
mention, also pn:senl challenges. While the Wilsonvillt: incident was widely repor1cd initially. the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture's investigation conclusion identifying pt>sticide misuse as the cause 
nt' the incident received fi1r less coverage. Needless to say. it would be inappropriate for the EPA to 
regulate pesticides at the federal level based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly, incidents 
caused hy local misuse arc generally not a good basis for regulatory action at the national level. The 
EPA must be wry careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we takt: an<l tht.• data we rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandak. however, we are working very hard to advance the 
science of pollinator risk assessments to improve pnllinator protection. 

J'he Agency has begun to employ a new risk asst.:ssment frarrn:work for bees as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemistrics. 1 The new framework: 

• relies on a tiered process; 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure, including contact exposure (e.g., from O\'erspray or 

direct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g., from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

1 http://www2.epa.gov/po 11i1 iator-protet't ionlpol I inator-ris/.:..-as~essme11t-i ntcrnationa 1-wor/.:..shop 
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As part of'this framework, we went through a peer-review process nver several years to identify reliable 
data that address how pesticide use may impact pollinators. 2 Upon review of currently available open 
literature studies, we frequently find that the supporting data arc not as robust and developed as required 
hy the Agency's standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your letter exemplify the challenges 
we face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or by foreign 
governments do not meet our scientific and/or quality standards. This does not mean that open literature 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the [PA must always 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law.3 To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will be included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked, the vast majority are addressed in the work plans, 
scoping documents, problem fomrnlations. risk assessments, and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each ehemil:al, which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. 4 

Regarding neonicotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study5 

is one source of useful information, data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-world pesticide residues, including the 
neonicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply.6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed hy infants and children, PDP data show that, when detected at all. nconicotinoid residues are 
generally orders of rnagnitudt: lower than the tolerance levels EPA has established. 

In addition to acting as co-chair of the Pollinator Health Task Force, the l~PA is assessing effects of 
pestil.~idt~s on hee and other pollinator health: engaging in the development of state and trihal pollinator 
protection plans; encouraging the incorporation of pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Superfund projects; and expediting review ofregistration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We are also continuing lo work with heckecpers, 
growers. pesticide manufat:turers, the USDA, and states to apply technologies to redut:e pesticide 
exposure to hecs, advance best management practices, enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
real-world pollinator risks are accounted for in our pesticide wgulatory decisions. 

Building on the EPA 's 20 l 3 initiative for m.'\V pestit:ide labels that prohibit use of some nconicotinoid 
pesticide products where bl.'cs are prescnt.7 we are working with our state and tribal partners on a new 

' http: 1/www~ .epa. g(JV pol I inator-prokctioniti fra-peer-revie w-proposed-r isk-assessment-methods-process 
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Thiamethoxam: http:i/www.regulations.govl#!docurnentDetail;D"'EPA-l IQ-OPP-2011-0581 
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proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to rcducc the likdihood of acute mortality to 
bees. The new mitigation measures \Viii affect a much broader suite of chemicals - those that are known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipate announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16, 2014, the EPA announced the public availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are condm:ting as part of the registration review process for the 
nconicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the benefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that then:~ is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at all.8 Consistent with EPA's 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency. we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary. once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoid pesticides are underway. 

Finally, the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we arc committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving sciencc,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for. in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported hy the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
Agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the Federal Insecticide. Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act standard for registration, then the EPA will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again. thank you for your letter. If you have fi.1rther questions. please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA 's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiscr.svcn-erik@cpa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

Sincerely, 

11\_. /J 
I / JrL <'......'..~:::-·:· ? I 

Ja111cs . Jones ' As~stait Administ~a or 
• I 

8 http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC 204CD 

The Honorable Benjamin Cardin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Cardin: 
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Thank you for your November 21, 2014, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of neonicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA's approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the EPA is working aggrt:ssively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential eflects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are complex. and we need to 
ensure that the EPA· s regulatory positions do not outpace sci en ti fie consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of fcdernl law. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide a\.:curate infonnation about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the pub I ic discourse. 

Incidrnts in the news. such as the June 2013 bumble bee incident in Wilsonville, Oregon, that you 
mention, also present challenges. While the Wilsonvilh: incident was widd: reported initially. the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture's investigation rnnclusion identifying pesticide misuse as the cause 
of 1he incident. received frir less coYeragc. Needless to say, it would be inappropriate for the EP!\ to 
regulate pcsti\.:ides at the federal kvcl based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
caused by local misuse arc generally not a good basis for regulatory action at I he national level. The 
EPA must be very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data we rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandate. however. we are working very hard to advance the 
science nf po II inator risk assessments to improve pollinator protection. 

lhl' Agency has begun to employ a new risk assessment framework for bees as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process fix all pesticid1.~ chemistries. 1 The new framework: 

• relics on a tiered process; 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure. including contact exposure (e.g.. from overspray or 

direct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g. from 
consumption of contaminated pol !en or nectar): and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments. such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

1 http:l/ww w2 .cpa.gov !po 11inator-protcction/po11 i nator-risk-asscssmcnt-intcrnat ion a I-workshop 
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As part of this framework, we went through a peer-review process over several years to identify reliabk 
data that address how pesticide use rnny impact pollinators. 2 Upon review of currently available open 
literature studies, we frequently find that the supporting data arc not as robust and Lkvclope<l as re4uircd 
by the Agcncy·s standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

l he recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your letter exemplify the challenges 
""c face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or by foreign 
governments do not meet our scientific and/or quality standards. This does not mean that open likrature 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the EPA must always 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law.1 To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will be included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked. the vast majority arc addressed in the work plans, 
si.:oping documents. probh:m fonnulations, risk assessments. and other publidy available n:gistration 
review documents for each chemical, which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. 4 

Regarding nconicotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study5 

is one source uf useful infonnation, data from the U.S. Departm1:nt of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also infom1s the Agency about real-world pesticide residues. including the 
neonicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing rnmmodities highly 
consumed by infants and children, PDP data show that. when detected at all. neonicotinoid residues arc 
generally orders of magnitude lower than the tolerance levels EPA has established. 

In addition to acting as co-chair of the Pollinator llealth Task Force, the EPA is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator health; engaging in the development of slate and tribal pollinator 
protection plans: encouraging the incorporation of pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructun: and Supcrfund projects; and expediting review of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We arc also continuing to work with beekeepers. 
grov.·crs, pesticide manufacturers. the l ISDA, and states to apply technologies to reduce pesticide 
exposure to bees, advance hest management practices, enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
rL'al-world pollinator risks arc accounted fr)r in our pesticiJe regulatory decisions. 

Building on the EPA ·s 2013 initiative for new pesticide labels that prohihit use of some nconicotinoid 
pt:sticide products where bees are present. 7 we arc working with our stah:: and tribal partnt:rs on a new 

2 http ://www2. epa. gov !po 11 i nat or-protection/fi fra-pccr-re v ic w-proposcd-r is k-asscss rncnt-methods-p rocess 
1 http:/ /ww w 2. t:pa. gov /pest ic ide-rcgi stratio n/un derstand i ng-science-beh i nd-epas-pest ic i de-dee is ions 
4 lmidacloprid: http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail:D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0844 
Clothianidin: http:i/www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;l)~ EPA-l IQ-OPP-2011-0865 
Thiamcthoxam: http://www.rcgulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=EPA-IIQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Dinotcfuran: http://www.rcgulations.gov/ll!documentDetail;D""EPA-l IQ-OPP-20 l l-0920 
Ace lam iprid: http://www.rcgulat ions. gov/#! documcntDctail;Dc EP A-1IQ-OPP-2012-0329 
Thiacloprid: http://www.regulations.gov1# !documentDctail;[YEPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0218 
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proposal to require additional labd restrictions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mo1tality to 
bees. The new mitigation measures will affect a much broader suite of chemicals - those that are known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipate announcing the new labding proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16, 2014, the EPA announced the public availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are conducting as part of the registrntion review process for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the benefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at all. 8 Consistent with EPA' s 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency, we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary. once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoid pesticides are underway. 

Finally, the EPA assesses risks from al I approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA. we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for. in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available. peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures. and the 
Agency detennincs that the pesticide no longer meets the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act standard for registration. then the EPA will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erik@epa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

Sincerely, 

/ ~
~ 

// 
/ .. -~ . - ., ______ _ 

I . 

1,Jan es J. Jones \ 
Assistant Administrator 

M http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 
Q http://www.ars.usda.gov/News/docs.htm?docid~· I 5572#research 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASH INC TON DC 20460 

JAN 2 9 2015 

The I Ionorable Christopher S. Murphy 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20.510 

Dear Senator Murphy: 

OF~l'.:f ('<F Criffy~IC/l,L SArt ry 
/\t-1l1 r'Ul.LL:11_Jh r'Hf '.;Ll'-1 ;1(:~~ 

Thank you for your November 21, 2014, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of neonicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA's approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the EPA is working aggressively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines arc complex, and we need to 
ensure that the EPA 's regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of federal law. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurate information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationak become part of the public discourse. 

Incidents in the news. such as the June 2013 bumble bee incident in Wilsonville, Oregon. that you 
mention, also present challenges. While the Wilsonville incident was widely reported initially, the 
Oregon Department of Agricultun:'s investigation conclusion identifying pesticide misuse as the cause 
of' the incident, received far less coverage. Needless to say. it \.vould he inappropriate for the EPA to 
regulate pesticides at the federal level based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
caus1.:d by local misuse arc generally uot a good basis for regulatory action at the national lcvd. The 
EPA must be very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data \.Ve rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandate, however, \Ve are working very hard to advance the 
science of pollinator risk assessments to improV(' pollinator protection. 

The Agency has begun to employ a new risk assessmrnt framework for hecs as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemistries.' The new framework: 

• rdies 011 a tiered pro1:ess; 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure, including contact exposure (e.g, from overspray or 

direct contact \Vith the pesticide 011 the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g., from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

' http:/ iwww2.epa. gov I po 11inator-protectionipol1 inator-risk-asscssm cn l-i ntcrnationa I-workshop 
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As part of this framework. we went through a peer-revit~w process over several years to identify reliable 
data that addn:ss how pesticide use may impact pollinators. 2 Upon rl·view of currently available open 
likrature studies, we frequently find that the supporting data are not as robust and developed as required 
by the Agency's standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk asscssrrn.:~nts and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your letter exemplify the challenges 
we face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or hy foreign 
governments do not meet our scientific and/or quality standards. This does not mean that open literaturt> 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the EPA must always 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law. 3 To that end. the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will be included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked, the vast majority are addressed in the work plans. 
-;coping documents, problem formulations, risk assessments. and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical, which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides.4 

Regarding neonicotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet StuJy" 
ts one source of useful information. data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-\vorld pesticide residues, including the 
neonicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply.6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed hy infants and children, PDP data show that, when detected at all. nconicotinoid residues are 
generally orders of magnitude lower than the tolerance levels FPA has established. 

Jn addition to acting as ctH.:hair of the Pollinator Health Task Force. the EPA is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator health; engaging in the development of state and tribal pollinator 
rrotcction plans; encouraging the incorporation ol'pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Superfund projccts; and expediting review of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We are also continuing to work with bcekeerers, 
growers. pesticide manufacturers. the USDA, and states to apply technologies to reduce pesticide 
exposure to bees, adYancc best management practices. enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
real-world pullinator risks arc accounted for in our pesticide regulatory decisions. 

Huilding on the EPA 's 2013 initiative for new pesticide lahcls that prohibit use of some nconicotinoid 
pesticide products where bees are present, 7 we are working with our state and trihal partners on a new 

~ http: / !www2. epa. gov /po 11 i nator-protect ion/fi fra-pcer -rev icw-proposcd-ri s k-assess ment-methods-process 
3 http: i /www 2. epa .gov /pestic ide-regi st ration/understand in g-sc iencc-be hi nd-epa 5-pest ic ide-dec is ions 
' Im idacloprid: ht1p:i/www.regulations.gov/# 1 documcntDctail;D"'· EPA·HQ-OPP-2008-0844 
Clothianidin: http:! /www .regulations.gov/# !docurnentDetai l;D"'EP A-HQ-OPP-201 1-0865 
Thiamethoxam: http://www.regulations.gov/ll!documentD1:tail;D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Dinotefuran: http:f/www.regulations.gov.1# 1documcntDetail: o~ EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0920 
Acctamiprid: http://www.rcgulations.gov/#!docurnentDctail; D··EPA· HQ-OPP-20 12-0329 
Thiacloprid: http://www. regulations.gov/#! documentDeta i I; D= E P /\-HQ-0PP-2012-02 18 
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proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mortality to 
bees. The new mitigation measures will affect a much broader suite of chemicals -- those that arc known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. l anticipate announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16, 2014, the EPA announced the public availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are conducting as part of the registration review process for thi: 

neonicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the benefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
nconicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at all. 8 Consistent with FPA' s 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency, we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary, once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoicl pesticides are underway. 

Finally, the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effoctively address the complex and varied strcssors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide. supported by the 
best available. peer-reviewed science, cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures, and the 
Agency determines that the pesticide nn longer meets the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenlicide Act standard for registration, then the EPA will mow quickly to lake appropriate regulatory 
action. 

!\gain, thank you for your Jetter. If you have further questions. please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiscr.svcn-crik(ll,~cpa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

Sincerely, 

_,,-~ 1 . / 

/ _/. : .• -· .. -·--< /~ .• L, 
(, 'J7T~ 
~a es .I. Jones 
~istant Admin 'trator 

8 http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 
9 http:/iwww.ars.usda.gov/New~ldocs.htm?dodd = ! 5572#research 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHING roN. D c 20460 

The Honorable Richard Blumenthal 
Unittd States Senate 
Washington. D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Blumenthal: 

OFFICF O! C><' i,</CA'. '.3t,I( TY 
.l...\C PUl L 1 1 .i~~ ~·h·: 'vt ~~' (JN 

Thank you for your November 21, 2014, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of neonicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA 's approach to 
regulating these du.:micals. I want to assure you that the EP ;\ is working aggressively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

I'he scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are complex, and we need to 
ensure that the EPA· s regulatory positions do not outpace scienti fie consensus or otherwise depart from 
Lhe requirements of federal law. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
providt> accurate information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the pub! ic discourse. 

lrn:idents in the news. such as the June 20 I :I humble be': incident in Wilsonville, Oregon. that you 
mention. also present challenges. While the Wilsonville incident was widely reported initially, the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture's investigation conclusion identifying pesticide misuse us the cause 
of the incident, received far less coverage. Needless to say. it would he inappropriate for the EPA to 
regulate pesticides at the federal level based on i11itial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
caused by local misuse are generally not a good basis for regulatory action at the national level. The 
~.'PA must he very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data we rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandate. however, we arc working very hard to advance the 
science of pollinator risk assessments to improve pollinator protection. 

The Agency has begun to employ a new risk assessment framework for bees as part of it_s regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chcmistrit>s. 1 The ne\v framt:work: 

• relics on a tiered process: 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure, including contact exposure (e.g, from overspray or 

direct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g., from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticidl' treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or set>d/soil-applicd (systt:mic) compounds. 

1 http://www2.epa.gov/po 11 inator-protcct ion/ pol I inator-risk-assessment- intcrnat ional-workshop 
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As part of this framework. we went through a peer-review process over several years to identify reliahle 
data that address how pesticide use may impact pollinators.2 Upon rl'vicw of currently available open 
literature studies. we frequently find that the supporting data are not as robust and dcvt.:loped as required 
by the Agency's standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your letter exemplif~· the challenges 
we face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or hy foreign 
governments do not meet our scientifo.: and/or quality standards. This does not mt:an that open literature 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the EPA must always 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law.3 To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will be included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked. the vast majority arc addressed in the work plans, 
'>coping documents, problem formulations. risk assessments, and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical, which the EPA has posted to th1: regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. 4 

Regarding neonieotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Did Study5 

is one source of useful information, data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-world pesticide residues. including the 
nconicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed by infants and children, PDP data sh0w that, when detected at all. nconiC0tinoid residues arc 
generally Lmkrs of magnitude lower than the tolerance levels EPA has established. 

In addition to acting as co-chair uf tht: Pollinator Health Task Force, the EPA is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator hl'alth; engaging in the development of state and tribal pollinator 
protection plans: encouraging the incorporation of pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Superfund projects; and expediting review of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We are also continuing to work with beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide manufacturers. the USDA. and states to apply technologies to reduce pesticide 
exposure tu bees. advance best management practices, enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
real-world pollinator risks are accounted for in our pesticide regulatory decisions. 

Building 011 the FPA's 2013 initiative for new pesticide labds that prohihil use of some nconicotinoid 
pesticide products where bees an: present, 7 wc arc working \vi th our state and tribal partners on a new 

·' http ://www2. epa.go v /po 11 i nator-prot ect ion/fi fr a-peer-review-propose d-r is k-assess me nt- met hods- prncess 
1 http://www2.epa.gov/pest ic ide-regi stration/undersland ing-'.->c ienet~-bch ind-epas-pest ic ide-dec is ions 
4 Im i dac loprid: http://www. rcgu lat ions.gov/ ii 1 documentDeta i I; D'' E:: PA- HQ-0 PP-2 008-0844 
Clothianidin: http://www.regulations.gov/# 1documentDetail:!YEPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0865 
Thiamethoxam: http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDctail:D 'EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Dinotefuran: http://www.rcgulations.gov/#!documentOetail;O· EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0920 
Acetamiprid: http://www.regulations.gov I# !documentOetail:D0 ·EP A· HQ-OPP-2012-0329 
Thiacloprid: http://www.regulations.gov/# 'documentDctaiI:D~,EPA-l l(.)-OPP-2012-0218 
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proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mortality to 
bees. The new mitigation measures will affect a much broader suite of chemicals - those that are known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. 1 anticipatl.' announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16. 2014, the EPA announced the public avai !ability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are conducting as part of the registration review process for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the benefits of nconicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yidds using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at all. 8 Consistent \Vi th EPA 's 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency, we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary, once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoid pesticides are underway. 

Finally, the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to hees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me close hy reiterating that, at the EPA, we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed hy a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science, cannot be mi ligated or managed through other measures, and the 
Agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the I-'ederal Insecticide. Fungicide, and 
Rodcnticidc Act standard for registration, then the EPA will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA' s Office of Congressional and Intergoverrurn:ntal Relations at 
kaiser.sven-erik((!)epa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

8 http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 
9 http://www.ars.usda.gov/Newsldocs.htm'ldocid..,. I 5572#research 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Wt\SHINGTON, DC 20460 

The Honorable Bernard Sanders 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Sanders: 

Uf f IC: Of \HP.1IOA: SAFETY 
A,"J;> l 1()L,.1J"T'1CN PR~:Vt. . .,JT!,·}~-J 

Thank you for your November 21, 2014, letter to the U.S. Environmental Prote1.:tion Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of neonicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA· s approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the EPA is working aggressively to prokct bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are complex, and we need to 
l.:'nsure that the EPA 's regulatory positions do not outpace scientitk 1.:onsensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of federal Jaw. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurate information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly auvancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the public Jiscoursc. 

Incidents in the news, such as the June 2013 bum hie bee incident in Wilsonville. Oregon, that you 
mention, also present challenges. While the Wilsonville incident was widely reported initially. the 
On:gon Dt:partment of Agriculture's investigation cnnclusiou identifying pesticide misuse as the cause 
of the inciucnt, received far less coverage. \leedless to say, it would he inappropriate for the EPA to 
n:gulate pesticides at the federal kvcl based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
l.'aused by local misuse are generally not a gciod basis for regulatory action at the national level. The 
FPJ\ must he very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data \\'C rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandate. however, we an: \vorking very hard to advance the 
science of pollinator risk assessments to improve pollinator protection. 

Tbt: Agency has begun to employ a ne\.v risk assessment framework for bees as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemistries. 1 The new framework: 

• relies on a tiered process; 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure, including contact exposure (e.g., from overspray or 

direct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g, from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seedlsoil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

1 http://w\\ w 2 .epa.gov/pol I inator-protectiontpol I inator-risk-asse%ment-intcrnational-workshop 
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As part of this framework, we '-'Vent through a peer-review process over several years to identify reliable 
data that address how pesticide use may impact pollinators.2 Upon review of currently available open 
literature studies, we frequently find that the supporting data arc not as robust and developed as required 
hy the Agency's standards and criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your lcW.:r excmpli fy the challcngcs 
Wl~ face regarding quality science. Many studit~s published in peer-reviewed journals or by f<.m~ign 
governments do not meet our scientific and/or quality standards. This docs not mean that open literaturt' 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the EPA must always 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law.3 To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the nconicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will he included. 

With regard to the various questions you asked, tht.· vast majority arc addressed in the \VOrk plans. 
scoping documents, problem formulations, risk assessments, and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical, which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticidcs.4 

Regarding neonicotinoid residues in food. while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study5 

is one source of useful information, data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-world pesticide residues. including the 
neonicotinoids, on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed by infants and children, PDP data show that. when detected at all. neonicotinoid residues arc 
generally orders of magnitude lower than the tolerance levels EPA has established. 

In addition to acting as co-chair of the Pollinator l lcalth Task Force, the EP J\ is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator health; engaging in the development of state and tribal pollinator 
protection plans; encouraging the incorporation of pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Superfund projects; and expediting review of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests harmful to pollinators. We are also continuing to work with beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide manufacturers. the USDA, and states to apply tcdmologics to reduce pesticide 
exposure to bees. advance best management practici:s, enhance enforcement guidance and to cnsutT that 
real-\vorld pollinator risks are accounted for in our pesticide n;gulatory decisions. 

Building on the EPA ·s 2013 initiative for new pesticide labels that prohibit use of some neonicotinoid 
pesticide products where bees arc present. 7 we arc working with our state and tribal partners on a new 

--.... -_, _____ -------
2 htlp•i/www2.epa.gov/pollinalor-prolcctionltilra-pecr-review-proposed-risk-assessrnenl-methods-proccss 
' http: I I www 2. epa .gov !pesticide-registration/ understand in g-sc ic nce-beh i nd-epas-pest ic i de-dee is ions 
4 I rnidac loprid: http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetai l;D=EPA-1 IQ-OPP-2008-0844 

Clothianidin: http://www.regulations.gov/Ii 1 docurnentDetail; D··EPA-HQ-OPP-20 I 1-0865 
Thiamethoxarn: http://www.regulations.gov/tlldocurnentDetail;D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Dinotefuran: http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D···EPA-HQ-OPP-20 l l-0920 
Acetamiprid: http://www.rcgulations.gov/#!documcntDetail;D=EPA-l IQ-OPP-2012-0329 
Thiacloprid: http://www.regulations.gov/# 'documentDetail:D=EPA-l IQ-OPl'-2012-0218 

1 http://www.fda.gov/Food/F nod Science Rcsean:h/Total DietStudy/default. htm 
'' http://www.ams.usda.gov/ AMSv 1.0/pdp 
7 http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ3 



proposal to require additional label restrictions intended to n.:dun: the likelihood of acute mortalitv to 
bees. The new mitigation measures will :iffcct a much broader suite of chemicals - those that are known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipate announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the corning months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16, 2014, the EPA announced the public availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we arc conducting as part of the registration review process for the 
nconicotinoid pesticides. The Agency's analysis of the benefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
neonicotinoid seed treatments when compared to using no pest control at all.8 Consistent with EPA's 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency. we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary, once we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoid pesticides are underway. 

Finally, the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me close by reiterating that, at the EPA. we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effoctively address the complex and varied stressors facing pollinators in this country. We 
believe that staying abreast of evolving science,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for. in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of nconicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to act quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. ff the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best available, peer-reviewed science. cannot be mitigated or managed through other measures. and the 
Agency determines that the pesticide no longer meets the Federal Insecticide. hmgicidc, and 
Rndenticide Act standard for registration, then the EPA will move quickly to take appropriate regulatory 
action. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions. please contact me or your staff may 
contact Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EP J\ 's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 
kaiser.sven-crik@epa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

Sincerely, 

/~~)· /,/',-l 
/ \YL--.. . , -r)----.. 

J~unJs J. Jones \ 
A5s}stant Administrator 

8 http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 
9 http://www.ars.usda.gov/News/docs.htm'?docid"' I 5572#research 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, DC. 20460 

The Honorable Mazie II. Hirono 
I Jnitcd States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Hirono: 

JAN ? !l ?015 
CF' I(,:[ or CH(JllCAL ~).i'\fE. TY 
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Thank you for your November 21. 2014, letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding 
your concerns about potential impacts of neonicotinoid pesticides on bees and the EPA 's approach to 
regulating these chemicals. I want to assure you that the EPA is working aggressively to protect bees 
and other pollinators from the potential effects of pesticides and is engaged in national and international 
efforts to address those concerns. 

The scientific issues concerning the role of pesticides in pollinator declines are complex, and we need to 
ensure that the EPA ·s regulatory positions do not outpace scientific consensus or otherwise depart from 
the requirements of federal Jaw. One of the challenges for the Agency's pesticide office involves how to 
provide accurate information about extremely complicated issues and rapidly advancing science so that 
our position and rationale become part of the public discourse. 

Incidents in the news, such as the J unc 2013 bumble bee incident in Wilsonville. Oregon, that you 
mention. also present challenges. While the Wilsonville incident was widely reported initially. the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture's investigation conclusion identifying pesticide misuse as the cause 
of the incident, received far less coverage. Needless to say, it vvould be inappropriate for the EPA to 
regulate pesticides at the federal level based on initial reports of pesticide incidents. Similarly. incidents 
caused hy local misuse arc generally not a good basis for regulatory action at the national level. The 
EPA must be very careful to honor our statutory mandate in the actions we take and the data we rely on 
to support those actions. Within that mandate, however. we are wurking very hard lo advance the 
science of pollinator risk assessments to improve pol I inator protection. 

Ihe Agency has begun lo employ a new risk assessment framework for bees as part of its regulatory 
decision-making process for all pesticide chemistries. 1 The new framework: 

• relies on a tiered process; 
• focuses on the major routes of exposure, including contact exposure (e.g., from overspray or 

direct contact with the pesticide on the plant surface) and dietary exposure (e.g, from 
consumption of contaminated pollen or nectar); and 

• distinguishes different types of pesticide treatments, such as compounds applied to plant leaves 
or seed/soil-applied (systemic) compounds. 

1 l 1ttp:/ /v. w w2 .epa.gov' po 11 i nator-protect ion/pol Ii nator·risk -assess men t-i nternuti ona I-workshop 
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As µmt of this framework. we went through a peer-review process over several years to idcnti fy reliable 
Jnta that address hmv pesticide use may impact pollinators. 2 Upon review of currently available open 
literature studies, we frequt'ntly rim.I that the supporting data am not as rohust and developed as required 
hy the Agency's standards aml criteria that serve as the foundation of our risk assessments and 
regulatory actions. 

The recent studies on pollinators and pesticides that you mention in your letter exemplify the chullenges 
we face regarding quality science. Many studies published in peer-reviewed journals or by foreign 
govermm:nts do not meet our scientific and/nr quality standards. This docs not mean that open literature 
studies have no value for the Agency's pesticide regulatory purposes. Rather, the EPA musl ahvays 
weigh new studies against the preponderance of other available data and the requirements of federal 
law.1 To that end, the Agency will conduct an open literature review as part of our registration review of 
the neonicotinoid pesticides, and the studies you mention will be included. 

With n:gard to the various questions you asked, the vast majority arc addressed in the work plans, 
scoping documents, problem formulations. risk assessments, and other publicly available registration 
review documents for each chemical. which the EPA has posted to the regulatory dockets for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. 4 

Regarding neonicotinoid residues in food, while the Food and Drug Administration's Total Diet Study 5 

is one source of useful information, data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Pesticide Data 
Program (PDP) also informs the Agency about real-world pesticide residues, including the 
neonicotinoids. on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply. 6 Emphasizing commodities highly 
consumed hy infants and children, PDP data show that, when detected at all, neonicotinoid residues arc 
generally orders of magnitude lower than the tolerance levels EPA has established. 

In <1ddition to acting as co-chair of the Pollin<1tor Health Task Force, the FPA is assessing effects of 
pesticides on bee and other pollinator health; engaging in the development of slate and trihal pollinator 
prnt1:ction plans; encouraging the incorporation of pollinator protection and habitat planting activities 
into green infrastructure and Supcrfund projects; and expediting review of registration applications for 
new products targeting pests hannfol to pollinators. We are also continuing to work with beekeepers, 
growers, pesticide manufacturers, the USDA, and states to apply technologies to reduce pesticide 
exposure to bees, advance hcst management practices. enhance enforcement guidance and to ensure that 
real-\vorld pollinator risks are account~xl for in our pesticide regulatory decisions. 

Building on the EPA 's 2013 initiative for new pesticide labels that prohibit use of some neonicotinoid 
pesticide products where bees are present, 7 we are working with our state and tribal partners on a ncvv 

2 http:!! w w w 2. epa. gov /po 11 in a tor -pro tee t ion! fi fra-pcer -rev iew-propo,ed-ri sk-assessment-met hods-process 
' http:/ /www2.epa.gov.'pestic iJe-registration/u nderstand ing-sc iencc-beh i nd-i=pas-pestic ide-dcc is ions 
4 I midacloprid: http://www.regulations.gov/#!documcntDetai !: O=· EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-08·i4 
Clothianidin: http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D~·EPA-l IQ-OPP-2011-0865 
Thiamethoxam: http://www.rcgulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=0 EPA-l lQ-OPP-2011-0581 
Dinotefuran: htlp:/fwww.regulations.gov/lt!documentDetail:D= EPA-I IQ-OPP-201 1-0920 
Acetamiprid: http://www.regulations.gov/II! documcntDctail; D~ EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0329 
Thiacloprid: http:/!www .regulations.gov/# !documentDctail:D 'EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-02 J 8 
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proposal to require additional label rcstridions intended to reduce the likelihood of acute mortality to 
bees. The new mitigation measures will affect a much broader suite of chemicals those that are known 
to be acutely toxic to bees. I anticipak announcing the new labeling proposal and inviting public 
comment in the coming months. 

As you mentioned, on October 16, 2014. the EPA announced the public availability of the first of 
several benefits analyses we are conducting as part of the registration review process for the 
neonicotinoid pesticides. The Agency· s analysis of the benefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for 
insect control in soybeans concluded that there is little or no increase in soybean yields using most 
nconicotinoid seed treatments when <.:ompared to using no pest contrnl at all. 8 Consistent \vith EPA 's 
longstanding policies on public participation and transparency, we are accepting public comments on the 
analysis and will take appropriate regulatory action, if necessary, om:e we have analyzed and accounted 
for the comments received. Other benefits analyses for the neonicotinoid pesticides are underway. 

Finally, the EPA assesses risks from all approved uses as a regular part of our pesticide registration and 
registration review processes. We believe the new risk assessment framework for bees described above 
should improve our understanding and mitigation of risks to bees posed by all approved pesticide uses. 

Let me dose by reiterating that, at the EPA. we are committed to finding and implementing a wide range 
of actions to effectively address the complex and varied strcssors facing pollinators in this country. We 
bdieve that staying abreast of evolving science,9 communicating with our regulatory partners here and 
abroad, and working with research scientists and practitioners in laboratories and in the field puts the 
Agency in the best position to account for, in our regulatory decisions, potential effects of neonicotinoid 
pesticides on honey bees. The registration review process allows the EPA to a<.:t quickly if the data and 
associated scientific evaluations warrant such action. If the risk posed by a pesticide, supported by the 
best availahlc. peer-reviewed science. cannot be mitigated or managed t~u~mgh.oth~r .measures, and the 
Agency detennines that the pesticide no longer meets the Federal Insect1c1dc, l·ung1c1de, a.nd 
Rodcnticidc Act standard for registration. then the EPA will move quickly to take appropnatc regulatory 

action. 

/\ ''lin thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your staff m~y _ 
c.:o~~ta~t Mr. Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 

kaiscr.svcn-crik@cpa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

Sin<;eftly, ,,,/

1 J '1 / 

I
, / 

. / 
,\;:"' t - .,11---
/k"~ -~ (H 

I ! ( I 
Jamf s a. Jones · ! 
Assistant Admini'foator 

8 http://go.usa.gov/ AgQ9 ,..1 , /docs htm?docid= I 5572#research 
9 h\lp://www .ars.usda.gov1 i~ews .. 


